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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 03 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments mailed on 07/19/04 have been fully considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection which is deemed appropriate to address 
all of the needs at this time. 

Objections to Amendments to Specification 

2. The disclosure of the replacement paragraph filed on 07/19/04 is objected to 
because of the following informalities: the replacement paragraph or section must be a 
marked-up version showing the changes. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Objections to Amendments to Claim 

3. The claims currently amended filed on 07/19/04 are objected to because of the 
following informalities: the claims must include markings (strikethrough, double 
brackets, or underlining) to indicate changes. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-4, 6-14 and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
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possession of the claimed invention. Regarding claim 1, the added limitation "semantic 
meaning of said spoken response" on page 4 is not disclosed in the original specification. 

Regarding claims 1-4, 6-14 and 16-21 are rejected for the same reasons as 
discussed above with respect to claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S. C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre- AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

6. Claims 1, 7, 11, 17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Ljungqvist et al. (International Pub. No. WO 98/52340). 

Regarding claims 1 and 1 1, Ljungqvist teaches placing, with a control node, a call 
(i.e., telephone call) to a location having a telephone number associated with a subscriber 
(i.e., target person) contained in a predetermined list of one or more telephone numbers 
and associated subscribers (page 7, lines 14-16, 21-26, pagel5, lines 1-9; 'control node' 
reads on the claimed 'automated calling system'). 
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Ljungqvist further teaches that upon the call being answered, supplying an 
introductory message (i.e., prerecorded greeting) which asks for the subscriber (fig. 3, 4; 
page 18, lines 11, 12, page 19, lines 6-15). 

Ljungqvist further teaches receiving an answer (i.e., spoken response) from a 
subscriber (i.e., answering party) (fig.4, item 443). 

Ljungqvist further teaches performing inherently a speaker-independent speech 
recognition analysis on the answer to determine a semantic meaning of the answer (fig.4, 
item 443; page 15, lines 9-14, page 19, lines 18-23). 

Ljungqvist further teaches if the speaker-independent speech recognition analysis 
determines that the subscriber is the target person, initiating a speaker-independent 
speech recognition application with the target person (page 18, lines 11, 12, page 19, 
lines 6-23). 

Regarding claims 7 and 17 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above 
with respect to claim 1. 

Regarding claim 21(A)-21(E) is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above 
with respect to claim 1. (Note: since in 21(E) at least one of the following responses is 
determined by said speaker-independent speech recognition analysis, only option c a' is 
rejected with respect to claim 1) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 2-6 and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ljungqvist et al. (International Pub. No. WO 98/52340) and in view of Bartholomew 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,119). 

Regarding claims 2 and 12, Ljungqvist fails to teach, "if said speech recognition 
analysis determines that said spoken response indicates that said answering person is not 
said target person, a next step comprises initiating a prerecorded query asking for said 
target person". Bartholomew teaches that if voice authentication module determines that 
the spoken response indicates that the answering party is not the called subscriber, a next 
step comprises asking for the harassed party (col.44, lines 1-12, col.45, lines 28-52; 
'voice authentication module' reads on the claim 'speech recognition analysis', 'the 
answering party is not the called subscriber' reads on the claim 'said answering person is 
not said target person' and 'asking for the harassed party' reads on the claim 'initiating a 
prerecorded query asking for said target person'). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to 
allow speech recognition analysis determining that the answering person is not said target 
person as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for the modification is to have the 
speech recognition analysis in order to make sure that the target person is answering the 
phone. 

Regarding claims 3 and 13, Ljungqvist further teaches upon the target person 
answering the telephone call, the method further comprises initiating a speaker- 
independent speech recognition application with the target person (fig. 4, item 443; page 
15, lines 9-14, page 19, lines 18-23). 
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Regarding claims 4 and 14, Ljungqvist further fails to teach, "said target person 
is not present at said location, a next step comprises initiating a prerecorded query asking 
to leave a message for said target person". Bartholomew teaches that the called subscriber 
is not answering the telephone, a next step comprises initiating an answering prompt 
message to the caller to record a message from the caller (col.44, lines 1-12, 31-63, 
col. 45, lines 28-52, col. 47, lines 33-39; 'the called subscriber is not answering the 
telephone' reads on the claim 'said target person is not present at said location' and 'an 
answering prompt message to the caller to record a message from the caller' reads on the 
claim 'a prerecorded query asking to leave a message for said target person'). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Ljungqvist to allow initiating a prerecorded query asking to leave a 
message for said target person as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for the 
modification is to have the initiation in order to record the message for later retrieval. 

Regarding claims 5 and 15, Ljungqvist further teaches supplying an introductory 
message (i.e., prerecorded greeting) to the subscriber (i.e., answering person) (fig. 3, 4; 
page 18, lines 11, 12, page 19, lines 6-15). 

Regarding claims 6 and 16, Ljungqvist further fails to teach, "if said speech 
recognition analysis determines that said spoken response is a hold request, a next step 
comprises entering a wait state to wait for said target person to provide a spoken response 
to said telephone call". Bartholomew teaches if voice authentication module determines 
that the spoken response is a hold request, a next step comprises entering a hold sequence 
to wait for the answering party to provide a spoken response to the telephone (col.44, 
lines 1-12, 31-63, col.45, lines 28-52, col.46, lines 1-5, col.47, lines 53-67; 'voice 
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authentication module' reads on the claim 'speech recognition analysis', 'hold sequence' 
reads on the claim 'wait state', 'answering party' reads on the claim 'target person' and 
'telephone' reads on the claim 'telephone call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to 
allow spoken response as a hold request as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for 
the modification is to have the hold request in order to get the target person. 
9. Claims 8, 10, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ljungqvist et al. (International Pub. No. WO 98/52340) and in view of Miner et 
al.(U.S. Patent No. 5,652,789). 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Ljungqvist fails to teach "if said speech recognition 
analysis determines that said spoken response is a request for the identity of the entity 
responsible for the calling system, the method further comprises initiating a prerecorded 
response indicating the identity of the calling party". Miner teaches the system attempting 
to recognize the caller by playing prerecorded response (col. 7, lines 18-3 7). If the system 
succeeds in recognizing the caller on the basis of his phone number, it then plays the 
prerecorded message and stores the identity of the contact (col. 7, lines 38-50). It then 
attempts to locate the subscriber (col. 7, lines 51-56). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to 
allow the system to identity the entity responsible for the calling system and to initiate a 
prerecorded response indicating the identity of the calling party as taught by Miner. The 
motivation for the modification is to allow the calling system to provide identity of the 
calling party and the target person. 
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Regarding claims 10 and 20, Ljungqvist fail to teach "if said speaker-independent 
speech recognition analysis cannot determine a status of said spoken response, said 
method further comprises repeating, said prerecorded greeting which asks for the target 
person". Miner further teaches electronic assistant mediating the connection when a 
contact tries to reach the subscriber (col. 2, lines 20-22) and performing a speaker- 
independent speech recognition analysis on spoken response of the subscriber (col. 6, 
lines 26-37). If the subscriber is not accepting any calls (col. 7, lines 66,67), the system 
plays a prerecording message (col. 8, lines 1,2). The system may also send a message 
notifying the subscriber of the call and identifying the caller (col.8, lines 33-35). Then the 
subscriber has the option of accepting the call, asking the system to place the caller on 
hold while he completes his present call (col.8, lines 36-39). When the subscriber has 
completed his other call, he instructs the system to establish a direct connection with the 
new caller (col.8, lines 40-49). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to allow the system to 
repeat prerecorded greeting which asks for the target person if the speaker-independent 
speech recognition analysis cannot determine a status of spoken response as taught by 
Miner. The motivation for the modification is to allow the calling system to make sure 
the availability of the target person. 

10. Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ljungqvist et al. (International Pub. No. WO 98/52340) and in view of Szlam et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,828,731). 

Regarding claims 9 and 19, Ljungqvist fail to teach "said telephone number is not 
the correct number for the target person, the method further comprises initiating a 
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prerecorded apology message and terminating said telephone call". Szlam teaches that a 
wrong number was made, the method further comprises playing an apology message and 
terminating the call terminating the call (col.2, lines 51-58, fig. 2B; 'a wrong number was 
made' reads on the claim 'said telephone number is not the correct number for the target 
person' and 'playing an apology message and terminating the call terminating the call' 
reads on the claim 'initiating a prerecorded apology message and terminating said 
telephone call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to play an apology message as taught 
by Szlam. The motivation for the modification is to have initiating a prerecorded apology 
message in order to generate an apology message to the call recipient for apologying for 
the wrong call. 

11. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ljungqvist et al. (International Pub. No. WO 98/52340) and in view of Bartholomew et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,119). 

Regarding claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 1. Furthermore, Ljungqvist does not specifically teach, "waiting for a 
predetermined time period for a spoken response". Bartholomew teaches waiting for the 
answering party to provide a spoken response to the telephone (col. 44, lines 1-12, 31-63, 
col.45, lines 28-52, col.47, lines 53-67, col.46, lines 1-5; 'waiting for the answering 
party' reads on the claim 'waiting for a predetermined time period' and 'telephone' reads 
on the claim 'telephone call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to allow waiting for a 
predetermined time period for a spoken response as taught by Bartholomew. The 
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motivation for the modification is to have the waiting request in order to get the target 
person. 

Ljungqvist further fails to teach, "while playing said prerecorded greeting prompt, 
attempting to detect a further spoken response in excess of a predetermined time 
parameter". Bartholomew teaches while playing the instruction, attempting to detect a 
further spoken response in excess of a holding time (col. 44, lines 1-12, 31-63, col. 45, 
lines 28-52, coL46, lines 1-5; 'instruction' reads on the claim 'prerecorded greeting 
prompt' and 'holding time' reads on the claim 'predetermined time parameter'). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Ljungqvist to allow attempting to detect a further spoken response in 
excess of a predetermined time parameter as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for 
the modification is to have the detection in order to get the spoken response of the target 
person. 

Ljungqvist further fails to teach, "in the absence of detecting said further spoken 
response during the playing of said prerecorded greeting prompt, initiating a query 
application". Bartholomew teaches in the absence of detecting the further spoken 
response during the playing of the instruction, initiating a call handling instruction 
(col.44, lines 1-12, 31-63, col. 45, lines 28-52, col. 46, lines 1-5; 'instruction' reads on the 
claim 'prerecorded greeting prompt' and 'call handling instruction' reads on the claim 
'query application 5 ). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to allow initiating a query 
application as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for the modification is to have the 
initiation in order to get the target person. 
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Ljungqvist further fails to teach, "upon detecting said further spoken response 
during the playing of said prerecorded greeting prompt, terminating the playing of said 
prerecorded prompt". Bartholomew teaches upon detecting the further spoken response 
during the playing of the instruction, terminating the playing of instruction (col. 44, lines 
1-12, 31-63, col.45, lines 28-52, col.46, lines 1-5; 'instruction' reads on the claim 
'prerecorded greeting prompt'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist to allow initiating a 
query application as taught by Bartholomew. The motivation for the modification is to 
have the initiation in order to get the target person. 

Ljungqvist further teaches an answering machine has been detected (fig. 3; page 
18, lines 19-26). 

12. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matthews et al.(U.S. Patent No. 4,761,807) and in view of Bartholomew et al.(U.S. 
Patent No. 6,167,119) and further in view of Brown et al.( U.S. Patent No. 5,333,180) 
and further in view of Szlam et al.( U.S. Patent No. 5,828,731). 

Regarding claim 23, Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew fails to teach 
"attempting to detect a beep tone during the playing of said prerecorded greeting prompt 
and, upon the detection of a beep tone, interrupting the prerecorded greeting prompt". 
Brown teaches tone prompting for the recording of the recipient's response during 
playing an announcement and upon detecting the tone, inherently interrupting the 
announcement (fig.4; col. 14, lines 45-66; 'tone prompting for the recording of the 
recipient's response' reads on the claim 'detect a beep tone' and 'announcement' reads on 
the claim 'said prerecorded greeting prompt'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist in 
view of Bartholomew to allow detecting a beep tone and interrupting the prerecorded 
greeting prompt as taught by Brown. The motivation for the modification is for doing so 
in order to provide the option to leave the message for the desired person. 

However, Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew further in view of Brown fails to 
teach "playing a prerecorded answering machine message prompt". Szlam teaches that 
answering machine answers the call (fig.l; col. 5, lines 4-23; 'answering machine 
answers the call' reads on the claimed 'playing a prerecorded answering machine 
message prompt'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew further in 
view of Brown to play a prerecorded answering machine message prompt as taught by 
Szlam. The motivation for the modification is to play the prompt in order to ask the 
calling party to leave the message for the called party. 

Regarding claim 24, Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew fails to teach "attempting 
to detect a beep tone during the playing of said prerecorded answering machine message 
prompt and, upon the detection of a beep tone, interrupting said prerecorded answering 
machine message prompt". Brown teaches tone prompting for the recording of the 
recipient's response during playing an announcement and upon detecting the tone, 
inherently interrupting the announcement (fig.4; col. 14, lines 45-66; 'tone prompting for 
the recording of the recipient's response' reads on the claim 'detect a beep tone' and 
'announcement' reads on the claim 'said prerecorded answering machine message 
prompt'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew to allow detecting 
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a beep tone and interrupting the prerecorded greeting prompt as taught by Brown. The 
motivation for the modification is for doing so in order to provide the option to leave the 
message for the desired person. 

However, Ljungqvist in view of Bartholomew further in view of Brown fails to 
teach "replaying said prerecorded prompt". Szlam teaches that answering machine 
answers the call (fig.l; col. 5, lines 4-23; 'answering machine answers the call' reads on 
the claimed 'replaying said prerecorded prompt'). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Ljungqvist in 
view of Bartholomew further in view of Brown to replay a prerecorded answering 
machine message prompt as taught by Szlam. The motivation for the modification is to 
replay the prompt in order to ask the calling party to leave the message for the called 
party. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Gallick (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,359) teach Called party 
identification in packet switched networks. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Md S Elahee whose telephone number is (703)305-4822. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 8:30am to 5; 00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (703)305-4895. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
August 23, 2004 




